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Response to Amendment 

The amendment received 2/3/06 has been entered in full. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. The 102(e) rejection has been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 

Patent 6,507,660 (Wirtz et al., hereinafter called Wirtz) in view of Mine et al. USPN 

6,154,566 (hereinafter Mine). 

Wirtz discloses the following: 

An image processing method for evaluating matching between a 

template image (col. 3, line 21) and an input image (i.e. video image, col. 3, line 

22) by use of a similarity value map (i.e. correlation-surface array, col. 3, line 47), 

comprising: 

generating a first evaluation vector for said template image (i.e. convert the 
gradient vector to a complex number of the form (edge strength )exp(2i theta), 
col. 4, lines 24-25), 
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generating a second evaluation vector for said input image (see reference above 
for first evaluation vector); and 

performing an even-number times angular transformation (see reference above, 

which shows the expression exp(2i theta)) on a component of an edge normal 

direction vector (see "gradient vector" in the above reference) of said first and 

second evaluation vectors. 
It is understood from Wirtz that a gradient vector can be represented as a complex 
number of the form (edge strength) exp (i theta). This corresponds with the evaluation 
vectors of the claim. 

Wirtz does not explicitly disclose that the first evaluation vector is based on a 
normalized edge normal direction for said template image. 

Mine discloses a method and apparatus for determining image similarity and 
position (col. 1 lines 9-14). Mine discloses that there are problems with the conventional 
system of calculating similarity between images due to the instability caused by a 
changing background. To overcome this Mine discloses an edge detection unit 16 that 
sets gradient vectors which are normal to the edges of an edge image, and these 
values are normalized (col. 6 lines 1-40 and col. 7 lines 44-46). 

Wirtz and Mine are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of identifying the similarity between images. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine Wirtz and Mine to use a vector based on a normalized edge normal 



Application/Control Number: 10/057,756 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2624 

direction vector for the template image. The motivation is that it would increase the 
stability of the system due to a changing background in the images. 
5. Regarding claim 2, Wirtz reveals the following: 
An image processing method comprising: 

Inputting a specified image for a template image (i.e. reference image template, 
col. 3, line 21); 

inputting a specified image for an input image (i.e. video image, col. 3, line 22), 
calculating an edge normal direction vector of said specified image (i.e. gradient 
operation, col. 3, lines 6-7; gradient operator, col. 3, line 26); 

generating an evaluation vector from said edge normal direction vector (refer to 

the rationale regarding evaluation vectors in the discussion of claim 1). 

subjecting said evaluation vector to orthogonal transformation (i.e. Fourier 

transform, col. 3, line 41); 

performing a product sum calculation of corresponding spectral data for 

each evaluation vector that has been subjected to orthogonal transformation and 

has been obtained for said template image said input image (i.e. multiplication of 

fast Fourier transform arrays, col. 3, lines 41-42); 

subjecting a result of said product sum calculation to inverse orthogonal 

transformation (i.e. inverse transformation, col. 3, line 43) and generating a map 

of similarity values (i.e. correlation-surface array, col. 3, line 47); and 

a formula of said similarity values, said orthogonal transformation, and said 

inverse orthogonal transformation each have linearity. 
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Since the similarity values, orthogonal transform, and inverse orthogonal transform 
described by Wirtz are the result of multiplication and addition, they are linear 
operations. 

It is noted that the multiplication of fast Fourier transform arrays involves a sum of 
products. 

1 6. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz in 
view of Mine and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,751 ,856 (hereinafter called 
Hirabayashi). Wirtz does not disclose the following: 

The image processing method of Claim 2, further comprising 
compressing each evaluation vector that has been subjected to orthogonal 
transformation so as to reduce a processing amount. 
Although Wirtz discloses compression of the image template, this process occurs before 
the orthogonal transformation, and the input image is not compressed. However, 
Hirabayashi discloses an image compression method in which the Fourier transform is 
applied to the image, and then high frequencies are masked (col. 1, lines 26-39; col. 4, 
lines 27-39). This compresses the image and reduces the computations that are 
required for further processing (col. 1, lines 46-50). 

Wirtz and Hirabayashi are analogous art because they both involve image compression. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the methods of Wirtz , Mine and Hirabayashi because 
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compressing the image would result in fewer calculations in subsequent processing 
steps. 

17. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz in 
view of Mine, in view of Hirabayashi and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,909,501 
(hereinafter called Thebaud). Wirtz discloses an embodiment with a stored template, but 
it is not explicitly stated in which form the template is stored (i.e. compressed or 
transformed). Neither Wirtz nor Hirabayashi disclose the following: 

The image processing method of Claim 2, wherein for said template 
image, the steps taken until said evaluation vector that has been subjected to 
orthogonal transformation is compressed are executed before said input image is 
input, and storing results thereof. 
However, Thebaud reveals a template matching method in which preprocessed 
templates are stored as Fourier transforms. These stored templates are correlated with 
input images which are also Fourier transformed (col. 19, lines 60-65; col. 20, lines 20- 
30). 

Wirtz, Hirabayashi, and Thebaud are analogous art because they involve image 
processing and orthogonal transforms; in particular, Wirtz and Thebaud both describe 
methods of template matching using Fourier transforms and correlation. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine Thebaud with Wirtz, Mine, and Hirabayashi because storing templates as 
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Fourier transforms requires fewer calculations (Thebaud, col. 19, lines 60-62; col. 20, 
lines 20-22). 

1 8. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz in 
view of Mine, in view of U.S. Patent 5,905,807 (Kado et al., hereinafter called Kado). 
Wirtz does not disclose the following: 

The image processing method of Claim 2, further comprising 
normalizing said evaluation vector with respect to a vector length. 
However, Kado reveals the normalization of an edge vector with respect to an angle 
theta, a unit vector, and a zero vector (col. 5, lines 20-33). This edge vector is similar to 
the evaluation vector of the claim. 

Wirtz and Kado are analogous art because they both describe a method of feature 
extraction using edge vectors. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to combine Wirtz, Mine, and Kado because adjusts 
for varying lighting conditions (col. 5, lines 34-39). 

1 9. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz in 
view of Mine, and further in view of U.S. Patent 6,278,791 (Honsinger et al., hereinafter 
called Honsinger). Wirtz does not disclose the following: 

The image processing method of Claim 2, further comprising: 

reducing a data amount using complex conjugate properties of orthogonal 

transformation before performing a product sum calculation, and 
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restoring said data amount after performing said product sum calculation. 
However, Honsinger discloses a method in which the conjugate symmetry of the Fourier 
transform is used to eliminate redundant data (see col. 10, lines 52-63; fig. 6). 
Wirtz and Honsinger are analogous art because they both involve image processing. In 
addition, Honsinger discloses a method of embedding data into an image, which is also 
a feature of claim 17. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine Wirtz, Mine, and Honsinger because this would 
reduce the amount of computation required. 

20. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz in 
view of Mine, and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,781 ,650 (Lobo et al., hereinafter 
called Lobo). Wirtz does not disclose the following: 

The image processing method of Claim 2, wherein said template image 

is an image of a typified face. 
However, Lobo discloses a general face template used for identifying a face in an image 
(col. 4, lines 45-47; fig. 3). 

Wirtz and Lobo are analogous art because they both describe methods of using 
templates to identify objects in images. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Wirtz with Lobo because 
this would enable the recognition of faces in images. 
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21 . Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz in 
view of Mine, and further in view of Kado. Wirtz does not disclose the features of claim 
14; however, Kado reveals the following: 

For said template image, processing positive and negative signs of said 
evaluation vector of said original template image (see fig. 3, which contains a 
table of positive and negative gradient vectors representing a template of face 
parts); and 

Generating an evaluation vector of a bilaterally symmetrical image with respect to 
said original template image, by which said generated evaluation vector is 
applied to said product sum calculation (see col. 8, lines 19-30, where Kado 
describes the properties of a bilaterally symmetrical face image). 
Wirtz and Kado are analogous art because they both involve template matching with the 
use of edge vectors. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to combine Wirtz with Kado because the face-matching 
method of Kado enables identification of faces in images. 

22. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz in 
view of Mine, in view of Lobo, and further in view of the article "Digital Image 
Watermarking on a Special Object: the Human Face" (Oh et al., hereinafter called Oh). 
Although Lobo identifies facial features in an image, he does not explicitly extract a 
face. Neither Lobo nor Wirtz reveal the features of claim 17. However, Oh reveals the 
following: 
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dividing said input image into only said face image and parts other than said face 
image on the basis of said extracted face image (i.e. face regions segmented out 
as a result of face detection, p. 538, section 2.1, paragraph 2, line 1; face 
detection step in fig. 2; see also section 2.2); 

embedding a digital watermark only into said face image (i.e. The face regions 
are divided into non-overlapping 8x8 sub-blocks and we cast a watermark bit in 
each sub-block, p. 540, section 2.3, paragraph 1, line 1); 
combining said face image into which said digital watermark has been 
embedded with parts other than said face image to produce a combined result 
(i.e. The watermarked face regions are... overlaid on the original image at the 
same position, p. 538, section 2.1, paragraph 2, lines 4-5); 
and outputting said combined result (see final step "watermarked image" in fig. 2 
on p. 538; see also watermarked image in fig. 5 on p. 542). 
Wirtz, Lobo, and Oh are analogous art because they involve identification of objects in 
images. In particular, Lobo and Oh identify faces. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine Wirtz, Mine, and Lobo with Oh because watermarking enables 
authentication of images. 

23. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz in 
view Mine, in view of Lobo and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,990,901 (Lawton et al., 
hereinafter called Lawton). 
Neither Wirtz nor Lobo reveal the following: 
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The image processing method of Claim 10, further comprising: 

dividing said input image into only said face image and parts other than said face 

image on the basis of said extracted face image; 

editing only said face image; 

combining said face image after editing with parts other than said face 

image to produce a combined result; are 

outputting said combined result. 
However, Lawton describes a method in which an object (in particular, a face as in fig. 
9) is selected and separately edited. The edited object is then combined with the 
original image (col. 9, lines 48-65; fig. 2; fig. 3, item 121). It is understood that the 
previously stored image 58a in fig. 2 can be from the original image. 
Wirtz, Lobo, and Lawton are analogous art because they involve image processing. 
Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the editing feature of Lawton with Wirtz, Mine, and Lobo because 
this would result in improved images. 

24. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz in 
view of Mine and further in view of Hirabayashi. Wirtz discloses the following: 

An image processing apparatus (i.e. gradient based image correlation system, 
, col. 1, line 47; col. 2, lines 16-18) comprising: 

a template image processing part; 

said template image processing part including means for inputting a 



Application/Control Number: 10/057,756 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2624 

template image (i.e. reference image, col. 1, lines 57-58) and calculating an edge 
normal direction vector of said template image (i.e. a spatial gradient operation 
detects contrast boundaries in the reference image, col. 3, lines 4-5), generating 
an evaluation vector from said edge normal direction vector (i.e. convert the 
gradient vector to a complex number of the form (edge strength) exp (2i theta), 
col. 4, lines 24-25), subjecting said evaluation vector to orthogonal transformation 
(i.e. fast Fourier transform, col. 3, line 41)... 
an input image processing part; 

said input image processing part including means for inputting an input image 
and calculating an edge normal direction vector of said input image (i.e. 
application of a spatial gradient operator to the video image, col. 3, lines 26-27), 
generating an evaluation vector from said edge normal direction vector (i.e. 
convert the gradient vector to a complex number of the form (edge strength) exp 
(2i theta), col. 4, lines 24-25), subjecting said evaluation vector to orthogonal 
transformation (i.e. fast Fourier transform, col. 3, line 41)... 
multiplication means (i.e. multiplication, col. 3, line 41); 
said multiplication means including means for performing a product sum 
calculation of corresponding spectral data about each evaluation vector that has 
been subjected to said orthogonal transformation and has been obtained for said 
template image and said input image (i.e. multiplication of the fast Fourier 
transform arrays, col. 3, lines 41-42, in which addition is implied); and 
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inverse orthogonal transformation means (i.e. inverse transformation, col. 3, line 
43); 

said inverse orthogonal transformation means including means for subjecting a 
result of said product sum calculation to inverse orthogonal transformation and 
generating a map of similarity values (i.e. correlation-surface array, col. 3, line 
47); 

said evaluation vector including a component in which an edge normal direction 
vector of a specified image undergoes even-numbered times angular 
transformation (i.e. convert the gradient vector to a complex number of the form 
(edge strength) exp (2i theta), col. 4, lines 24-25), and a formula of said similarity 
values, said orthogonal transformation, and said inverse orthogonal 
transformation each have linearity. 

It is understood that since all the calculations regarding the edge vector are 
multiplication and addition, the process is linear. 



Wirtz discloses the compression of template edge vectors in the spatial domain. He 
does not disclose the following features; however, these features are disclosed by 
Hirabayashi: 

compressing said evaluation vector that has been subjected to said orthogonal 
transformation so as to reduce the processing amount (i.e. masking the high 
frequency portion, col. 1, lines 36-37); 
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Wirtz and Hirabayashi are analogous art because they both involve image compression. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Wirtz, Mine, and Hirabayashi because compressing the image by 
masking high frequencies would require fewer calculations during subsequent 
processing of the image (col. 1, lines 45-49). 

25. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz in 
view of Mine, in view of Hirabayashi and further in view of Thebaud. Wirtz and 
Hirabayashi do not reveal the following: 

The image processing apparatus of Claim 19, wherein said template 
image processing part includes a recording means for recording said evaluation 
vector that has been compressed to reduce a processing amount and that has 
been subjected to orthogonal transformation, and a result obtained by 
compressing said evaluation vector that has been subjected to orthogonal 
transformation is stored in said recording means before inputting said input 
image. 

However, Thebaud reveals a method in which a template is initially processed by 
performing a Fourier transform. The transformed template is then stored before it is 
compared to an input image (col. 20, lines 23-30). 

Wirtz, Hirabayashi, and Thebaud are analogous art because they involve image 
processing. In particular, Wirtz and Thebaud both describe methods of template 
matching. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of the invention to combine Wirtz, Mine, and Hirabayashi with Thebaud because 
preparing the template in advance would result in a faster template matching process 
(col. 20, lines 20-22). 

26. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz, 
Mine, Hirabayashi and further in view of Thebaud and U.S. Patent 5,535,288 (Chen et 
al., hereinafter called Chen). Wirtz and Hirabayashi reveal the image processing 
apparatus of claim 19, but they do not reveal the features of claim 21 . However, Chen 
reveals the following: 

a conjugate compression means, between said recording means and said 
multiplication means (see fig. 7, steps 3 and 7, which occur before multiplication 
step 9); 

said conjugate compression means including means for reducing the data 
amount using complex conjugate properties of orthogonal transformation (i.e. 
conjugate symmetry, col. 9, lines 47-50, lines 60-64); 

a conjugate restoring means (this is implied in the IDFT operation described in 
col. 10, lines 4-11); 

said conjugate restoring means, between said multiplication means and said 
inverse orthogonal transformation means, including means for restoring the data 
amount reduced by use of the complex conjugate properties of orthogonal 
transformation (see fig. 7, step 11, which occurs between the multiplication step 
9 and the IDFT step 12). 
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Chen does not include a storage means for a template. However, such a storage means 
is disclosed by Thebaud, as discussed in the response to claim 20. Chen and Thebaud 
are analogous art because they both involve pattern matching. Therefore it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine 
Chen with Thebaud because a stored template would result in a more efficient pattern 
matching process (col. 20, lines 20-22). 

Wirtz, Hirabayashi, and Chen are analogous art because they involve image processing 
with Fourier transforms. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to combine Wirtz, Mine and Hirabayashi with Chen 
because conjugate compression results in greater efficiency (col. 6, line 27), in 
particular, fewer calculations during the multiplication process (col. 10, lines 1-3). 

27. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz, 
Mine, Hirabayashi, Thebaud, and further in view of Kado. Claim 27 is similar to claim 
14, except for its dependency and its description of an apparatus rather than a method. 
Since the apparatus of claim 27 performs the same function as the method of claim 14, 
claim 27 is rejected on the same basis as claim 14. 

Regarding dependency of claim 27, Wirtz, Mine, Hirabayashi, Thebaud, and Kado are 
analogous art because they involve image processing. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the prior 
art cited above because the apparatus of Kado allows faces to be identified in images. 
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28. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz, 
Mine, Hirabayashi and further in view of Oh. Wirtz and Hirabayashi do not reveal the 
features of claim 30, but they are revealed by Oh as shown below. See also the 
response to claim 17, which contains the same features. 

A face image cutting-out means for separating an input image into only a face 
image and parts excluding said face image on the basis of an extracted face 
image (p. 538, section 2.1, paragraph 2, line 1); 

A digital watermark embedding means for embedding a digital watermark only 
into the face image (p. 540, section 2.3, paragraph 1, line 1); and 
An image synthesizing means for combining said face image into which said 
digital watermark has been embedded with parts excluding said face image and 
outputting the combined data (p. 538, section 2.1, paragraph 2, lines 4-5; p. 542, 
fig. 5, image labeled "watermarked image"). 

Wirtz, Hirabayashi, and Oh are analogous art because they involve image processing. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to combine Wirtz and Hirabayashi with Oh because the watermarking method 

of Oh would result in images that can be authenticated. 

29. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz, 
Mine, and Hirabayashi and further in view of Lawton. Wirtz and Hirabayashi do not 
reveal the features of claim 31 . The features of this claim are similar to those of claim 
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18, except that they apply to an apparatus rather than a method and they depend on a 
different claim. Lawton reveals the following: 

a face image cutting-out means for separating an input image into only a face 
image and parts excluding said face image on the basis of an extracted face 
image (i.e. registration of the area with the selected model, col. 9, lines 30-33); 
an image correction means for editing only said face image (i.e. correcting for 
awkward facial expressions, col. 3, lines 6-9; editing techniques for correcting 
imperfections or flaws in an object of the original image, col. 9, lines 20-22); and 
an image synthesizing means for combining an edited face image with parts 
excluding said face image and outputting them (i.e. pasting an object into the 
original image. ..either to correct a part of the original image or to just add 
attributes to the original image, col. 9, lines 48-58, where it is understood that a 
previously stored image pasted into the original image matches the original face). 
Wirtz, Hirabayashi, and Lawton are analogous art because they involve image 
processing. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine Wirtz and Hirabayashi with Lawton because the 
automated editing feature of Lawton would produce improved images. 

30. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz, 
Mine, Lobo and further in view of U.S. Patent 6,529,630 (hereinafter called Kinjo) and 
further in view of U.S. Patent Publication 2001/0014182 A1 (Funayama et al., 



Application/Control Number: 10/057,756 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2624 

hereinafter called Funayama). Wirtz and Lobo do not reveal the features of claim 32. 

However, Kinjo reveals the following: 

cutting out a face image from said input image on the basis of an extracted face 
image (i.e. a face candidate region is extracted, col. 20, lines 58-59); 
calculating a feature that corrects said face image on the basis of said extracted 
face image (i.e. constructs density [brightness] histograms, col. 19, lines 44-47); 
determining a correction function on said basis of said obtained feature (i.e. 
density adjustment, col. 19, line 54); and 

applying image correction based on said determined correction function at 
least onto said face image that has been cut out (i.e. various image processing 
schemes and steps to be implemented in the prescanned image processing 
section and the fine scanned image processing section, col. 19, lines 57-59). 
Kinjo does not reveal the following: 

extracting a facial inner image from said face image that has been cut out; 
However, Funayama reveals a region of a face used to obtain color characteristics of 
the face (p. 6, paragraph 101, lines 12-14; region 9-5 in fig. 13B). 
Wirtz, Lobo, Kinjo, and Funayama are analogous art because they involve image 
processing. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine Kinjo with Wirtz and Lobo because the image 
enhancement method of Kinjo corrects flaws in face images. It would have been 
similarly obvious to combine Funayama with Wirtz and Lobo because the extraction 
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method of Funayama enables measurement of brightness and color properties of the 
face image. 

31 . Regarding claim 33, which depends on claim 32, Funayama also reveals the 
following: 

said feature is a combination of at least two of brightness, chroma average, and 
hue average (i.e. the image processing section calculates the mean and variance 
of each of the hue, color saturation and brightness, p. 7, paragraph 101, lines 27- 
29). 

32. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirtz, 
Mine, and Hirabayashi and further in view of Kinjo and further in view of Funayama. 
Claim 34 is similar to claim 32, except that claim 34 describes an apparatus instead of a 
method. Also, claim 34 is dependent on an apparatus claim. Since the apparatus of 
claim 34 performs the same function as the method of claim 32, it is rejected on the 
same basis. The motivation for combining Kinjo and Funayama with Wirtz and 
Hirabayashi is similar to the justification given to combine references in claim 32. 

33. Claim 35 is similar to claim 33, except that it describes an apparatus instead of a 
method. Because the apparatus of claim 35 performs the same function as the method 
described in claim 33, it is rejected on the same basis. Also, claim 35 depends on claim 

34. which is revealed in part by Funayama. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/057,756 Page 21 

Art Unit: 2624 



Allowable Subject Matter 

34. Claims 6, 8, 9, 1 1-13, 15,16, 22-26, 28, and 29 were objected to in the 
previous office action. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John B. Strege whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
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7457. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday between the hours of 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bhavesh Mehta can be reached on (571) 272-7453. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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